
 
 
 

 

MINUTES 
REGULAR MEETING OF BOARD OF LAND COMMISSIONERS 

July 17, 2006, at 9:00 a.m. 
Room 303 State Capitol Building 

Helena, Montana 
 
 
PRESENT: Governor Brian Schweitzer, Attorney General Mike McGrath, and State Auditor John 

Morrison 
 
ABSENT: Secretary of State Brad Johnson 
 
VIA PHONE: Superintendent of Public Instruction Linda McCulloch 
 
Mr. McGrath moved for approval of the minutes from the June 19, 2006, meeting of the Board of Land 
Commissioners.  Seconded by Mr. Morrison.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
BUSINESS CONSIDERED: 
 
706-1  FWP – STOCKSTAD AND DAVID FEE ACQUISITIONS 
  (Ninepipe Wildlife Management Area) 
 
Glen Erickson, FWP Field Services Division Administrator, said I'm here to request the Board's approval 
of the acquisition of the 70-acre Stockstad property and the 65-acre Davis property, both of which adjoin 
our Ninepipe Wildlife Management Area in the Mission Valley.  This is a high priority acquisition for the 
department and it is well supported by many rod and gun clubs and other clubs in the area.  The 
acquisition price is $350,000 for the Stockstad property and $325,000 for the 65-acre Davis property, both 
of which would be purchased with Habitat Montana dollars, which is portions of hunting license fees.  
The area is important upland and wetland habitat within a complex of land protected by private 
landowners, state, federal, and tribal governments for wildlife conservation, hunting, birding, and related 
recreation.  We've worked closely with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribe and Tribal Wildlife  
Program as well as the Flathead Reservation Fish and Wildlife Board which approved that in the spring as 
tentative.  Also the FWP Commission gave final approval for this acquisition on July 13, 2006.  We had a 
hearing in Ninepipe Lodge in Charlo, Montana, on July 11, 2006.  We received all positive comments 
from the public, both written and in verbal form.  As I said, this is well supported by groups such as 
Mission Valley Audubon, Five Valleys Audubon, Mission Valley Pheasants Forever, North American 
Versatile Hunting Dog Association, and others.  With the Board's approval today, we will move forward 
with this wetland acquisition.  The key point about this is we will be able to restore approximately five 
additional wetlands in this area and probably be able to increase the hunter use in the area by 300 – 400 
hunter days.  Mr. Erickson requested approval. 
 
Motion was made by Mr. Morrison to approve the acquisition of the Ninepipe properties.  Seconded by 
Mr. McGrath.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-2  LAND DONATION FROM THE ESTATE OF ANTON SIR, JR 
  (Benefits: Mt School for Deaf & Blind; Mt Developmental Center; Mt State Hospital) 
 
Ms. Sexton said the estate of Anton Sir, Jr. has proposed to donate approximately 2,599 acres of ag and 
grazing land situated in Prairie County to the State Board of Land Commissioners to be held in trust for 
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the financial benefit for the Montana School for the Deaf and Blind in Great Falls, the Montana 
Development Center in Boulder, and Montana State Hospital in Warm Springs.  There is approximately 
473 acres of dry crop land and 2,100 acres of native rangeland for the total value of $379,295.  In 
accordance with the Board's donation policy, an appraisal, title report, and hazardous waste and materials 
inventory has been conducted on these properties.  No hazardous materials were found.  A survey is 
deemed unnecessary since these lands are adequately described by governmental subdivision.  Mr. Sir's 
Will directed the land be donated for these trust purposes in perpetuity and it also has the express 
condition that the state issue a lifetime agricultural and grazing lease for these lands to his brother, Frank 
Sir.  The DNRC anticipates that in the future these lands will continue to be utilized for agricultural and 
grazing purposes.  Also, the state is directed by the Will of Mr. Sir to pay Prairie County annually from 
the lease income a sum equal to the amount of the real property taxes that would be assessed if the 
property were privately owned.  Those are the two important contingencies with this donation.  Public 
notice of this item was published in the Terry Tribune and the Glendive Ranger Review.  Ms. Sexton 
recommended the Board accept the donation of this land for the described trust purposes and upon the 
conditions set out in the Will of Anton Sir, Jr.   
 
Larry Veverka, representing the Veverka family, said my mother was a Sir.  I felt this was an important 
aspect for our family.  My grandfather owned this property in 1908, he built the homestead with my 
grandmother.  He homesteaded this and went through a lot of hardships to take and acquire this land from 
the US government.  I have reasons for the family to take and get this land back.  The State of Montana 
and Prairie County will take and gain more revenue to have it privately owned than owned by the State of 
Montana.  If you go to some of the scenarios I've got, we have where it shows the acres, the crop, shows 
the amount of bushels per acre and the price per bushel and the state shares.  It shows the state will get 
$4,824.00 for that crop, $3,705 for the grazing and then the crop aftermath you would get $337.68 for a 
total of $8,867.00.  That is kind of an average.  But if you get a better crop, you might get up to a little 
over $6,000, oh, this is a little poorer crop, with 10 bushels a better crop you'd get around $7,200.  The 
next few pages show the expenses to the State of Montana.  You'd have grain tax assessment at $14.47, 
you'd have grain lab tests at $56.00, you'd have property taxes in Prairie County amounting to $4,419.00, 
you'd have federal crop insurance of catastrophe at $100.00, and administration expenses of $1,000.  
Total expenses would be $5,590.00.  The state's income is $8,870 the expenses are $5,500.  That leaves 
$3,200 of income.  Each state institution would only end up with about $1,000.  Also, I should mention 
another scenario, this year is it doesn't look like we'll have any crop in Eastern Montana.  So, really, the 
State of Montana would end up having to take and come up with some money for taxes to pay for these 
holdings this year.  I went to the private ownership page on my handout, and the property taxes for Prairie 
County, I was considering maybe putting some of this back to grass, and it would come up to $4,100.  
The additional taxes would be about $3,500 the family would be paying for improvements –  
outbuildings, equipment –  those type of things that bring in revenue to the county and to the state.  I've 
visited with individuals working with rural economic development and they say for every dollar spent in 
the community $5 to $7 is returned back to the community.  If you have a family spending $2,000 per 
month for living expenses in the community, it could generate $14,000 of revenue per month for a 
community such as Terry, Montana, in Prairie County.  Not only will there be living expenses but 
operating expenses for the family and if you take and spend $3,000 per month on operating expenses that 
can return $21,000 to the county and to the state in generated income, then there'd be local businesses pay 
taxes in their respective counties and the farm has spent $5,000 and generated $35,000 of revenue in one 
month.  That's a lot better than the $1,000 each entity would get under state ownership.  So private 
ownership pays and gives you a lot of different benefits in revenue for the state and for the County of 
Prairie.  Prairie County is also already 47.1% government-owned and with this acquisition it will be 
47.4% government-owned.  In my opinion that is getting to be a lot of government-owned property in one 
county.  I also want to state that my family has been in agriculture for many years.  My dad farmed.  My 
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wife and I, we farm.  I am trying to bring my son back onto the farm.  He has to have an outside job to 
make it exist.  I have a son with a disability and he has to help on the farm because there isn't much else 
he can do.  I also have a young son that is working on the oil rigs now because the farm can't support him 
too.  My mother's physical health and mental health has been affected by this.  She has been under a 
tremendous amount of stress.  She doesn't want to lose her father's homestead.  Its been in the family for 
almost 100 years and its been given away.  She is 92 years of age and she wants this land to go to her 
family.  My mother, at one time in her father's Will, was supposed to get one fourth of the estate but by 
the time my grandfather passed away her siblings had everything signed over to them so she didn't get 
anything.  Another aspect, Prairie County would benefit by having the family farm the land instead of the 
State of Montana.  As I mentioned, they would take and have living expenses, repairs, supplies, vehicles, 
and equipment bought by that family within that county and it would help the tax base for Prairie County 
and the State of Montana.  Family farms in the United States are disappearing at a rapid rate.  I have a 
web page from Senator Baucus and he states, "Montana's producers in rural communities are the 
backbone of our state's economy."  Here is an opportunity for the State of Montana to get a family farm 
started again in Prairie County.  In the Bill of Rights in the U.S. Constitution, "no person shall be 
deprived of life, liberty, or property.  Nor shall private property be taken for public use without just 
compensation."  As I mentioned, Prairie County is already 47% government-owned and history shows us 
that property owned by the government sooner or later becomes a socialistic or communistic society and I 
don't think we want that in the State of Montana.  In summary, I'd like to take and have the Board 
consider what is best for the State of Montana.  I want you to help and revitalize the family farm in 
Eastern Montana.  I want you to reject this donation by Anton Sir and give it back to my mother's family, 
the Mary Sir Veverka family.  I believe the institutions have already received millions of dollars in cash 
from this estate and I think the land would be way better in the hands of the family farm than the State of 
Montana.   
 
Dale Hubber, Attorney in Terry, Montana, representing the estate of Anton Sir, Jr., said the Sir farm 
which is located in Northeastern Prairie County was owned for many, many years by four siblings.  There 
was Jerry Sir, Lydia Sir, Tony Sir, and Frank Sir.  Mary Veverka, another sister, had moved from the 
farm about 78 years ago.  In July 5, 1986, Jerry Sir passed away and I probated that estate and the bulk of 
the estate went to Lydia Sir, Tony Sir, and Frank Sir.  In November 1996, Lydia Sir passed away and 
there were some specific devises but the bulk of the estate went to Tony Sir and Frank Sir, the two 
brothers who were still living out on the place.  Tony Sir then changed his Will.  Tony Sir was an 
extremely intelligent, well read man.  The Will was prepared by me, one of the witnesses of the Will was 
the local president of our local bank, the notice to heirs and devisees was sent out in October 2002.  there 
has been no opposition to the Will.  There has been no challenge to Mr. Sir's testamentary capacity or to 
the validity of the Will.  The Will is exactly what Tony Sir wanted to happen with the property Tony Sir 
owned.  I spoke with Frank Sir, the personal representative of the estate who, if you follow the logical 
progression of four to three to two to one, would be the person who probably would have received the 
estate of Anton Sir if the progression stayed the same.  Frank Sir whole heartedly agrees with this 
disposition and his words to me were this is what Tony wanted.  I would urge the Board accept Mr. Sir's 
wishes and accept this property on behalf of the State of Montana for the various organizations he wanted 
to be benefited.   
 
Mr. McGrath said just to clarify, as I understand it Frank Sir the surviving relative on the farm is granted 
a life estate under this arrangement? 
 
Mr. Hubber said yes, the right to lease that property from the state at the same rate that it would be leased 
to someone else.   
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Governor Schweitzer said should the Land Board reject accepting this property, then what?   
 
Mr. Hubber said that's a good question.  We didn't make a provision in the Will because we figured the 
State of Montana would always be here.  Usually when you make a Will and give it to a family member 
you have a fall back provision because that person might not be here.  This Will doesn't have it because 
we figured the State of Montana would be here.  I think what may happen is it would be considered to be 
an intestate estate and the property would follow, according to the laws of Montana, as if there was no 
Will for that particular property. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said we've heard from one of the family members that there is some rights that 
should or could accrue to his grandmother.  Tell me about that from the perspective of being the 
counselor. 
 
Mr. Hubber said I guess maybe with an intestate estate a portion of the estate may go to Mr. Veverka's 
mother but there would be no reason why under state law that the property would automatically revert to 
his mother's estate.  Frank Sir is still alive, and at the very least would receive half of that estate if there 
was no Will.  I understand there is no provision in Montana law that would make that property 
automatically revert to his mother's estate and then to him.   
 
Governor Schweitzer asked if the state has recently rejected folks who tried to contribute land to the State 
of Montana?  Is there some case on this?  Do we have some ideas of things that have been rejected when 
there has not been environmental problems, or hazardous problems?  Has there been any reasons to reject 
in the past that any staff can think of? 
 
Ms. Sexton said I'm asking any staff if historically there has been any instance of rejection of donation of 
land.  I'd add also we do have information that was done on the title work and the taxes would be $2,600 
per year, not the $4,300 per year Mr. Veverka indicated.  The staff just indicated there has been no 
rejection of donated land in the past. 
 
Motion was made by Mr. McGrath to approve the donation of the land and he said note this is a donation 
that Mr. Sir wanted to make and it is specifically a donation to the School for the Deaf and Blind as well 
as the Montana State Hospital.  I think that's important to keep in mind.  It is not necessarily a donation to 
the state in general.  I think it is appropriate that we accept it.   Seconded by Ms. McCulloch.  Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-3  FINAL APPROVAL FOR SALE OF LAND BANKING PARCELS -   
  CHOUTEAU AND TREASURE COUNTIES 
  (Benefits:  Common school; State Industrial School) 
 
Ms. Sexton said on May 16, 2005, the Board gave preliminary approval to the lessee-nominated isolated 
parcels in Chouteau and Treasure Counties to continue through the land banking evaluation process.  In 
February 2006, the Board set the minimum bid for these parcels.  On June 27, 2006, the Chouteau County 
parcels, 960 acres, were sold at public auction.  On June 29, 2006, the Treasure County parcels amounting 
to 1,600 acres were sold at public auction.  They were purchased by existing lessees and were sold for the 
minimum bid amounts.  Considerations for final approval of the land in Chouteau and Treasure Counties 
concludes DNRC's involvement in an extensive public process developed by the land banking program 
which included public notice to a variety of entities.  The sale of these parcels will bring to successful 
conclusion our efforts in Chouteau and Treasure Counties over the past 20 months.  The department 
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recommends the final approval of the land banking parcels in Chouteau and Treasure Counties.  The 
revenue is as follows for the Common Schools:  $489,600 and for the State Industrial School:  $60,800.  
The total acres was 2,560 acres and income to the land banking fund would be $550,400.  These were 
sold at the appraised value with access, as has been the Land Board policy.  Ms. Sexton requested 
approval of the final sale of the land banking parcels in Chouteau and Treasure Counties.   
 
Governor Schweitzer said they all sold at public auction at our minimum bid.  It seems to me, and this is 
always a challenge in the real estate business because we appraise land based on what previous sales have 
been, but land always ladders its way up.  So the next sale you have is almost by definition going to be 
more than the last sale.  When we do have auctions and they bring the minimum bid, it begs the question 
of maybe we ought to see if there isn't a little bit higher minimum bid that we ask to see if these things 
would bring a little bit more money.   
 
Ms. Sexton said for the most part these did bring the appraised value of "with access" although they were 
isolated parcels without access.  It was usually $50 per acre more with the access.   
 
Motion was made by Ms. McCulloch to approve the sale of the land banking parcels in Chouteau and 
Treasure Counties.  Seconded by Mr. McGrath.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-4  PRELIMINARY APPROVAL FOR LAND ACQUISITIONS 
  (Benefits: Common school; State Industrial School) 
 
Ms. Sexton said this is for preliminary approval for land acquisitions, and, as you know, we have 
approved parcels for sale, including Section 36 and then these parcels in Chouteau and Treasure Counties.  
These auctions occurred in June and the closing dates will be in July and August.  Subsequent auctions 
will be held through October.  DNRC can sell only 20,000 acres prior to acquisition of replacement 
property.  The sale tracts total 19,510 acres and are split between beneficiaries primarily Common 
Schools and some acres in some parcels you just approved, the State Industrial School.  The sales are 
expected to generate $10,700,000.  We did have a number of nominations, we had over 15 nominations, 
and we selected this first group with several considerations: 
 
Access.  Again, all these tracts are accessed via a county or federal road whereas primarily with a minor 
exception all the property being sold was not accessible by county or federal road.  So if all of these 
parcels that may be approved now are added to the state lands portfolio we will increase public access by 
over 20,000 acres;   
 
Revenue.  The revenue for those tracts that are sold was .8%, under 1% return of investment.  The 
predicted annual rate of return over a 20-year period for these tracts under consideration is between 1.5% 
and 4.1% return of investment with an average of about 2.4% return of investment; 
 
Multiple Uses.  There are a number of multiple uses, this was also a consideration.  Timber, agriculture, 
grazing, and park purposes.  These properties offer wildlife, hunting, fishing, and other recreational 
opportunities; 
 
Location.  The recommended tracts are generally those that are adjacent to other state or federal parcels, 
sometimes conservation easements, and are located as best we could in counties where tracts are being 
proposed to be sold. 
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We work with a number of cooperators including the Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, The 
Blackfoot Challenge, interest groups, area landowners and counties in identifying tracts for possible 
acquisition.  Upon preliminary approval of these parcels we will secure a buy-sell agreement that would 
be contingent upon due diligence, the hazardous materials evaluations, and appraisals.  We also hope to 
set up a variety of field trips for staffers, negotiated rulemaking committee members, other agencies, 
commissioners, beneficiaries, and other individuals to view and comment on the recommended parcels.  
All of the owners of these parcels are aware that they are being considered for state acquisition and are 
aware that this is a public process.  There is a list provided of the parcels we recommended.  We have two 
parcels in Lewis and Clark County, one in Powell County, one in Cascade County which is right next to 
the Ulm Pishkin, the largest parcel is in Custer County of 18,000 acres.  There is another in Fergus 
County and another in Valley County.  Smaller properties.  We are currently looking for parcels in the 
Flathead.  We have several possibilities since we did sell a sizeable amount and a lot of income was 
gained.  One possibility would be right on Flathead Lake that a Mr. Dale McGarvey has sent information 
on.  Another parcel we may look at for consideration for preliminary approval next month would be a 40-
acre parcel next to Lone Pine State Park which would then be leased by FWP.  So the revenue-generating 
requirement would be met as well as the public requirement.  Those are two options.  We are working 
actively with people in the Flathead to try and find an appropriate parcel in that area as well.  The parcels 
we are purchasing would amount to almost $10 million and there would be 24,303 deeded acres.  This 
request is for preliminary approval meaning that for a variety of reasons these parcels may fall out of the  
mix because they may be sold, they might have hazardous material issues, or other issues may arise 
during this time of our due diligence efforts.  Ms. Sexton recommended these parcels be approved for 
preliminary approval in the land banking acquisition process. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said this is preliminary approval, we are just moving them forward in the process.  
If at any point in the future we decide this is not good value or it is not the direction we want to go, we 
can step aside. 
 
Ms. Sexton said this allows us to continue on with the process.  We would put together a buy-sell 
agreement and that would have many contingencies in that agreement.  In the process we are going 
through, if those conditions are not met the property would no longer be considered for acquisition.  Of 
course, Board approval would be the final condition.  None of these properties can be purchased until 
final Land Board approval for their acquisition.  That would be one of the contingencies in all of the buy-
sell agreements.   
 
Governor Schweitzer said I would suggest at least at some point some members of the Land Board might 
want to take a trip and take a look at some of these pieces of land just to have an on-the-ground look at 
what is going on.  It would be a good idea to take a look at it, get some pictures, get some input.  Maybe 
DNRC aircraft can be made available for members of the Board who might want to take a look at it. 
 
Ms. Sexton said I'm sure we'd be glad to arrange that. 
 
Mr. McGrath moved for preliminary approval of the land acquisitions as recommended by the department 
with one additional change.  In the top group of properties nominated by the Nature Conservancy there 
are three listed.  Two in Lewis and Clark County and one in Powell County.  He said it is also my 
understanding the Nature Conservancy nominated a fourth piece, 733 acres, also in Lewis and Clark 
County in the same general area north of Lincoln.  It is a terrific property in terms of hunting access, 
snowmobiling, timber, grazing, all of those things.  So I would like to add, again since this is for 
preliminary approval, that we give preliminary approval to that fourth piece which would add 733 acres.  
I might note that in looking at the total acreage on this specific list, we've got about 19,000 acres we're 
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giving preliminary approval to if we adopt the amendment in Eastern Montana, about 2,700 acres in 
Central Montana, and this would add another 733 in Western Montana which currently has about 2,500 
acres nominated.  I might also note for the record, it is my understanding the department has expressed 
interest over time and the state has expressed interest in acquiring another piece in that area called the 
Tupper Lakes properties.  The Nature Conservancy is willing to provide the state with an option on the 
Tupper Lakes properties if it is willing to purchase these other properties.  So I think we should consider 
that as part of the discussions when we adopt preliminary approval.  Finally, I am encouraged that there 
are nominations from the Flathead area particularly the two Ms. Sexton mentioned.  We may have to do 
some prioritization as we go along but I am anxious to hear more about the two properties in the Flathead.  
Before we give final approval obviously we may have to see how much money we've got, how many 
acres we've got.  Some of these properties may come in at less than asking price.  So, I recommend we 
put them all in the mix and then make some decisions down the road.  That's my motion, to add 733 acres.  
Seconded by Ms. McCulloch.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-5  BERT CREEK LIMITED ACCESS TIMBER SALE 
  (Benefits:  100% Common School) 
 
Ms. Sexton said the first timber sale on the agenda today is the Bert Creek limited access timber sale.  On 
this timber sale we have limited access and it will not be put out to bid.  It is out of the Anaconda Unit.  
The estimated volume is 921,000 board feet.  It is a smaller sale, the harvest area is 196 acres.  There is 
evidence of drought-related stress, Douglas fir bark beetle and Western spruce budworm in these areas.  
There will be some new road construction required.  This will be going to Sun Mountain Timber because 
that company is also doing a sale in the area with a private landowner.  There were no issues or public 
concerns related to this proposed sale.  Ms. Sexton recommended approval of the Bert Creek Limited 
Access Timber Sale. 
 
706-6  ROMAN-SIXMILE TIMBER SALE 
  (Benefits: 84% Common School; 16% MSU) 
 
Ms. Sexton said this second proposed sale is out of the Missoula Unit close to Frenchtown.  It is for 2.4 
million board feet.  There will be ten harvest units and 487 acres.  We have issues with mistletoe, Douglas 
fir bark beetle and the mountain pine beetle.  This would be both helicopter and tractor harvest, it is steep 
terrain.  We had public involvement.  There is an urban interface fire hazard here and these measure will 
greatly reduce the threat of fire to some of the state ownership in the area.  There was sensitive species 
concerns with the fisher but this harvest will occur 100 feet away from Sixmile Creek to maintain the 
habitat.  Ms. Sexton also recommended approval of the proposed Roman-Sixmile Timber Sale.   
 
Motion was made by Mr. Morrison to approve the Bert Creek Limited Access Timber Sale and the 
Roman-Sixmile Timber Sale.  Seconded by Mr. McGrath.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-7  REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF COMMUNITIZATION AGREEMENT 
  Continental Resources, Inc.  (Benefits:  Common Schools) 
 
Ms. Sexton said this request is in Richland County and is from Continental Resources.  A 
communitization agreement brings together small tracts sufficient for granting a well permit under 
spacing rules.  This spacing unit has a total of 1,280 acres.  The department owns 640 acres of the 1,280 
mineral acres in the spacing unit that will be communitized.  The state will gain 50% of the communitized 
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area.  The agreement will allow the state to receive its proper share of production from the spacing unit. 
Ms. Sexton recommended approval of the request. 
 
Motion was made by Mr. McGrath to approve the request for communitization agreement.  Seconded by 
Mr. Morrison.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
 
706-8  CBNG WELL DRILLING APPLICATIONS – COAL CREEK AMENDED POD 
  (Benefits:  Common School) 
 
Ms. Sexton said this request is from the Fidelity Exploration and Production Company for a proposed 
amended plan of development (POD) in the Coal Creek area.  The amended POD includes one 640 acre 
state section and consists of the drilling and completion of 236 additional coal bed natural gas (CBNG) 
wells, 20 of which would be state.  There are 16 existing CBNG wells on the state section that were 
drilled and completed as part of the original Coal Creek POD.  The 20 wells proposed for the state tract 
would be co-located on four pad sites in order to develop and produce from the four specific coal zones.  
The draft EA was released for public comment on June 8, 2006, with comments requested by July 7, 
2006.  As of that date, one comment was received expressing support of the project.  The final EA with a 
draft record of decision is attached for the Board's review.  Ms. Sexton requests consideration and 
authorization to approve the Coal Creek amended plan of development relative to activities proposed for 
the state section 16. 
 
Motion was made by Mr. Morrison to approve the well drilling applications.  Seconded by Ms. 
McCulloch.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-9A  RIGHTS-OF-WAY APPLICATIONS 
  (Benefits:  Common School; Normal School; Public Buildings; University of Montana) 
 
Ms. Sexton said this month we have a set of historic road applications, historic electric utility, historic 
telephone utility, historic private access road, new telephone utility and new electric utility.  These can be 
taken together.  There are members of the public that would like to comment on one of the access 
easement applications.  This month the applications are #12845 through 12848 from Powell County for 
public county road; #13538 through 13542 from Marias River Electric Cooperative, Inc. for overhead 
electric distribution lines; #13750 from Glacier Electric Cooperative for an overhead electric distribution 
line; #13751 and 13752, and #13755 from 3 Rivers Communications for a buried communications cable; 
#13753 and 13754 from Lower Yellowstone Rural Electric Assn. for an overhead electric distribution 
line; #13756 from Vigilante Electric Cooperative for an overhead three-phase electric line; #13757 from 
Rudy, Tony Joe and Mary Lou Stulc for a private access road to a single-family residence; #13578 from 
Henry Wilson for a private access road to a single-family residence; #13759 from Frank and Patricia 
Shelton for a private access road to a single-family residence; #10459 from Park Electric Cooperative for 
an underground electric distribution line; and #13760 from Sudden Valley Landowners Assn. for a private 
access road to 14 single-family residences.   
 
Lyle Hastings, Lessee Sudden Valley, said I've leased that parcel for agricultural and grazing use for the 
past nine years.  The DNRC has received a proposal to make four easements off the DNRC land.  At one 
time when I leased this land it was not fenced, so I put up the four miles of fence.  There was a two-track 
road going up a part of it that they did not have an easement on, and I put a gate in so traffic could pass 
through.  It went on that I would go up there with cattle to my pasture and the gate would be totally 
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mutilated.  Cows would be out.  I'd spend two or three days on horseback to find my cows.  I got in touch 
with DNRC and Kevin Chappell and since there was no legal access on that road he said we'll just lock 
the gate.  We locked the gate.  The problem was pretty much solved.  Now this past year they have filed 
to reopen that gate.  My thing is going to be a big mess if they are going to open up these other four 
proposals they are talking about.  If I have people running in and out opening gates and leaving them 
open, cattle wandering and everything what purpose is it to me to even be a good steward of the land and 
try to manage it?  There is a proposal going on right now from a guy from Florida who came up here 
possibly two or three weeks ago, and I'm up there last Saturday checking the cattle and I see a two-track 
road taking off up the steep incline and I thought who is driving up here?  So I drive up there and my 
fence is cut.  Four wires are cut and laying on the ground, my cattle are in the area, here he has a tent set 
up off the state land.  And I asked him who gave you permission to cut my fence?  He goes well I have to 
have access.  I go well before you go and cut somebody's fence wouldn't you have proper access before 
you go up there?  He says Bob Vlahovich from the DNRC gave him permission to proceed in access, 
cutting trees, building roads on state land.  I asked him if he had anything on paper that says you can do 
this?  And he said no but I got a promise that's why I am here today.  If the state lands are going to be 
practiced that way, I guess the agriculture is over.  How can we support something like that and run an 
operation we have no control over?  They are talking about this easement, we call it Black Canyon Road.  
They do have a legal easement that goes down from the north to the south, which there is a cattle guard on 
each end of the property which I've replaced one cattle guard because the Association [Sudden Valley 
Landowners] wouldn't replace it.  They said it was no bother to them, but they had cattle in their pastures 
on rent that would walk onto the state land and go back and forth.  So to stop them and manage the 
property right I went ahead at my expense and replaced the cattle guard.  Now they are talking about 
they'd like to have this other road open going up to Black Canyon.  They call it a historic easement.  
There is one person that I'd be willing to give the historic easement to and that would be Glen Gladfelder.  
He's been up there probably 25-30 years, he has a little cabin not very far off the state land.  His land does 
adjoin the state land, he's been there a long time, he's never caused any trouble.  I wouldn't mind giving 
him an easement, one family unit.  They are talking about 14 and there isn't a soul that lives up there.  
Glen doesn't live there either.   He just uses it for recreation.  I also want to mention that is not the only 
access to this property.  Sudden Valley has their own road that goes up around the state land so right now 
they can legally go through the state land, through the middle of it as of now, and they can go around.  
They can go through the state land and they can go around.  Why do they need another road going up 
through it?  Now, if there are more applications, there are probably nine landowners that border that state 
section, are we going to give them all an easement?  Where is the revenue going to come from for the 
land?  You all know if you have a gate there it isn't going to stay shut.  I would like to just retain the 
easement that is on the state land right now going north to south and give Glen Gladfelder a single use 
easement to go up to Black Canyon to his cabin. 
 
Candace Hastings, Lessee, said I've also been a landowner in Sudden Valley for 30 years.  I would like to 
say that one of the reasons they want access through the state lands is we've maintained that road really 
well in the nine years we've had the lease.  They don't maintain their roads.  I have a picture here to show 
you how they maintain their roads.  Since it’s a nice drive through the state land on a good road now that 
they've ruined their drive-around road they want to come right through.   
 
Mr. Hastings said the only reason that I've maintained that road at my own expense is so that I can move 
cattle in and out of there.  We have a set of corrals up on that road.  It has happened to me twice in the 
nine years.  The first year somebody was stuck in the middle of road.  There was a spring that ran along 
the road, he is stuck in the spring, tears it all up.  I go up there to move cattle, the car is sitting in the 
middle of the road.  Well, who do you get hold of when you don't know anybody?  I have a four-wheel 
drive so I pulled it off to the side, and you can't get through so I sneak up around the hillside and got 
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down to my corrals.  I asked the Sudden Valley Landowners Association if they intended to fix the road.  
They replied, not in our interest.  So, I go ahead and get equipment up there, haul rock, fill the muck hole, 
build the road back up and continue to use the road.  This spring the runoff comes down and washes the 
road out again.  I go up there a couple of days before I am going to move cattle up there to make sure I 
can get up to the corrals.  The road is all washed out.  I went to the Sudden Valley board and say can I 
have some cost share help on this road?  They said it doesn't concern us, if you need to go up that road 
you fix it yourself.  That's the issue of probably why they don't want to go up and around on the road that 
is designated for them because at times it is impossible because they don't take care of it.  They don't fix 
it.  When it is muddy they take four-wheel drives with chains and go everywhere.  I'd like to share some 
pictures with you of what I found Saturday.  When I got up there the fence was laying flat on the ground.  
He showed a picture of the two-track road and said the state told me to lock the gate.  They gave me signs 
telling folks it is a walk-in area only no motorized vehicles allowed on this road.  But I put a gate up and 
didn't lock it.  He showed a picture of his gate.  He said I spent two or three days on horseback looking for 
cattle on 6,000 acres.  Now they want four more accesses cut off branches up there.  What is my point of 
even leasing it for agriculture use?   
 
Governor Schweitzer said it would be helpful if we had a map of the area.   
 
Ms. Sexton said we could certainly provide that map.  I don't believe we have it right here.  I would add 
that these extra roads, there was one that had a legal easement to it in 1984, but these other four roads 
have been historically used.  Although there was no offer for reciprocal access it could be an option.  So if 
it would be the Board's pleasure we could postpone action on this for one month.  We can supply the 
Board with maps and other options.  But this did fall under the historic category since all four of these 
roads have been historically used.  This is a subdivision from the 1970s and at that time folks didn't pay as 
much attention as they should have to access.  And these roads began to be used.  One of them did have a 
legal easement on it in 1984. 
 
Glen Gladfelder, Sudden Valley Landowners Association, said I'm the one who prepared the application 
on behalf of the Association.  This is my wife, Dale Gladfelder.  Our property is the piece that Lyle 
Hastings the lessee referred to.  We are adjacent to the state land.  Ours is the property he said would be 
fine if we received the easement.  But the application was prepared on behalf of the Association, that is all 
the landowners out there.  That was done at the recommendation of employees at the DNRC that for 
purposes of maintenance it is better to have access under the umbrella of the Association rather than 
various individual landowners.  We bought our property in 1978, we built a house out there.  The only 
way we have to get up to our property, the only safe reasonable access we have, is this road that is under 
discussion.  The same is true of other property owners who are further up Black Canyon Lane.  I've been 
contacted by numerous landowners by phone and by mail regarding this.  I would have brought their 
testimonies if I'd realized this is going to become as involved as it has.  That road is critical to them in 
order to be able to access their properties.  In many cases they've had their properties for 10 or 20 or 30 
years as we have.  I have owners I've talked to who would like to be able to build a small cabin on their 
property.  They can't do that now because they have no way of getting a lumber truck up there to bring 
building materials and that kind of thing.  If we had not had this access when we bought our property we 
never would have been able to build our house.  The same is true for anybody out there.  The other point 
that I think is critical is safety considerations.  Let me first clarify, we're talking about four different 
pieces of road but essentially part of this is because when the easement was originally granted in 1984 the 
survey was not quite correct so three of the pieces of easement pertained to that road which has to do with 
getting it correctly located.  The only one that was never granted a legal easement for was Black Canyon 
Lane, the road where our property is.  But as far as the issue of safety, the only way landowners who are 
in that area have of getting to their property and getting safely back to town in case of emergency, a 
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medical emergency, a wildfire, anything like that, we depend upon this road going through state land and 
have depended upon it for the last 30 years.  If something were to happen…when my wife and I were 
building our house we had some accidents dealing with construction matters, if we hadn't had fast reliable 
access going through the state land to get to the highway and get to the hospital we would have had 
serious problems.  The same thing is true with regard to fire hazards.  There was a time when a 
transmission line came down and caused a wildfire.  Fortunately, we were out there at the time, we 
spotted it, we got to town quickly and reported it.  Within an hour there were firefighters on the scene.  If 
we had not had access through the state land on Black Canyon Lane it would've taken us much longer and 
not only a number of private properties but also the state land itself would have been threatened.  I've 
received phone calls from property owners who are afraid to try to use the other route to get up to their 
property.  The other route is not a safe, reliable access.  It never has been.  If you have to rely on that, if 
you're up there, I've had property owners tell me about their children, they are worried that suppose their 
children are climbing tree or something like that and they get hurt and they need to get back to town 
quickly, what we've always relied upon is Black Canyon Lane to get us to town quickly.  If that remains 
impassible then we're putting the safety of all those persons at risk.   
 
Dale Gladfelder, property owner, said we've owned this property since 1977, it's why we moved to 
Montana, to buy these 20 acres.  We've been contributing members of society all this time.  We could 
have applied for this historical right-of-way just for ourselves but we felt like we need to do that for all 
the landowners up there and we are representing them.  Please grant this historical right-of-way.  We 
know this road has been in use for years and years, since probably the 1940s or 1930s.  We would never 
have bought our property if we hadn't had this access.  That was critical to us.  This gate has been locked 
for an entire year, we've not been able to get up to our property.  We are concerned about fire hazard, we 
need to do weed control, and we very much respectfully ask that the Land Board grant this historical 
right-of-way.  We've been involved in this process now for a year.  We have GPS maps and photographs 
in our application documenting that this road has been in use.  Someone ludicrously told us that this road 
was not a road until 1997 which, of course, is sheer nonsense. 
 
Mr. Gladfelder said with regard to some of the things Mr. Hastings said, because he is the lessee on the 
state land, I certainly agree with him that if anyone is up there cutting fences or anything like that, that is 
absolutely not authorized and is not acceptable to the Association and it is nothing that we would support 
or endorse.  Our property also has been vandalized up there, our house.  So, we are in agreement with him 
on that, that is something that cannot be tolerated.  The problem of people leaving the gate open and so 
cattle being able to get out, I also agree with the lessee on that.  The solution to that is to have a cattle 
guard put in.  There are a number of access points on the road going out there and all of them utilize cattle 
guards.  We would be in favor of putting a cattle guard where there is now a locked gate.  That way that 
would eliminate that problem.  We would be willing to do that at the Association's expense.   
  
Motion was made by Mr. McGrath to adopt the rights-of-way applications with the exception of the  one 
from the Sudden Valley Landowners Association, application #13760.  He said I'd like to segregate that 
out and ask the staff to see if they can't get involved in a resolution of this issue between the homeowners 
and the lessee.  It seems to me there are two issues.  The gate, which sounds like we have a proposed 
solution here.  Maybe we can help facilitate getting that worked out.  As well as the maintenance on the 
road.  Who is going to maintain the road, how is that going to be worked?  It seems to me that is our 
obligation to work out those details.  Then we'd like to see some maps when this comes back to us.  
Seconded by Mr. Morrison.  Motion carried unanimously. 
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706-9B  USFS COST/SHARE SUMMARY FLATHEAD NATIONAL FOREST 
  (Benefits:  Common School) 
 
Ms. Sexton said this is a Forest Service cost/share application supplement from Kalispell Region I, where 
state land is intermingled with Forest Service land and administered by the Flathead National Forest.  In 
order for both the state and Forest Service to gain legal access it is necessary to exchange easements as 
provided for in the Master Cost/Share Agreement with the Forest Service.  As noted in the tributary area, 
the state owns 622 acres and the Forest Service owns 3,800 acres.  In the right-of-way area we have 
almost six acres, the Forest Service has 63 acres and there is also the miles of road [state share is .71 
miles, Forest Service share is 7.39 miles] within this application.  The costs will be borne by each party.  
Each excess cost by land value and road costs are determined by using the Westside Fee Schedule.  As 
noted, the state would owe $58,000.  As provided by, and in accordance with, the Master Cost/Share 
Agreement with the Forest Service the State of Montana would then pay this amount upon approval by 
the Land Board and receipt of the signed deeds.  There was a MEPA process.  This benefits the state in 
that there is a gained permit access to state trust lands located in Flathead County.  The Forest Service 
road covered by the supplement is maintained as an "open road" which allows for motorized public access 
to both state and federal land.  The completion of this project allows the state to partially recover 
reconstruction costs as part of a timber sale thereby reducing the cost of easement acquisition.  After 
reviewing this document it is my recommendation to approve the Wild Horse Mountain Cost/Share 
Supplement No. 16 with the US Forest Service.  
 
Motion was made by Ms. McCulloch to approve the cost/share agreement supplement.  Seconded by Mr. 
McGrath.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
706-10  BOARD OF REGENTS HOMEVALE SETTLEMENT 
 
David Aronofsky, General Counsel-University of Montana, said I'm here today to ask the Board's help in 
ending what has been a very long story.  In the interest of time I am not going into the details because I 
think your packet has ample information about what this matter involves.  But succinctly put, 35 years 
ago the Missoula County Public Schools received a gift of land called the Homevale property.  
Technically speaking it is Lots 1 through 22 of the Homevale property of a 24-lot property that is across 
the street from Sentinel High School and the College of Technology in Missoula.  The land was vacant 
and Bill Gallagher donated the land with about $55,000 in equity to the Missoula County Public Schools 
for the benefit of Missoula Vocational Technical Education Center which is what our College of 
Technology was called at the time.  The land came with a mortgage.  The school district, using a variety 
of funds, paid that mortgage over a 20-year period.  In terms of actual cost one could say that Mr. 
Gallagher gave about $55,000 in equity and the school district paid approximately $300,000 of monies 
from various sources over a 21-year period and that included both the mortgage and an SID, which I 
believe has been paid off.  In 1987 when the legislature moved the post-secondary vocational technical 
education institutions to the Regents the statute at the time called upon the school districts and the 
Regents to negotiate the transfer and any payments due regarding the properties of the Colleges of 
Technology.  The Regents and the school district could not agree on ownership percentages or values in 
1988 when it came time to transfer what is now today the Missoula College of Technology properties 
from the school district to the Regents.  We politely agreed to disagree on what that value was 
understanding the intent of the gift was for the benefit of the post-secondary Vo-Tech Center which is 
now our College of Technology.  Over a fairly long period of time the school district and the university 
tried to negotiate a resolution of who owned what ownership interest in this particular piece of property 
without success.  So at my suggestion, we actually enlisted the services of former Montana Supreme 
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Court Justice Jim Regnier to mediate a proposed resolution of this matter.  I would add that for the very 
first time Jim did a mediation with a waiver of mediator confidentiality.  We opened this up to the public 
because it looked like there might be a quorum of the school board present and we did not see any reason 
why two public entities should not conduct a mediation in public.  It turned out we were one short of a 
school board quorum at any given time in what was about an 8-hour session.  But in looking at all of the 
different legal issues and frankly, in the interest of avoiding litigation between two public entities which 
we really wanted to do on both sides, we reached a proposed resolution of this particular matter.  The title 
of the land is actually in the school district name which is appropriate we think because after all they 
made the mortgage payments for 21 years.  The property was recently appraised at $550,000 and another 
$240,000 was paid for the malfunction-junction solution right-of-way on that property.  The Regents have 
agreed and the school board has agreed that 30% of all of the proceeds of the malfunction-junction sale 
plus the appraised value of the property would be a fair and equitable division.  Thirty percent coming to 
the University System and the rest going to the school district.  I'd like to thank the department for all the 
cooperation we received both on the antiquities and the environmental assessment work and I think that 
expedited our ability to bring this before the Board today.   
 
Motion was made by Mr. Morrison to approve the Homevale Property Settlement.  Seconded by Ms. 
McCulloch.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 
706-11  OTTER CREEK  
 
Governor Schweitzer said this is our continuing discussion of the Otter Creek tracts.  We've asked the 
department and others to give us an update on where we are.   
 
Ms. McCulloch disconnected from the conference phone call at this time.  Mr. McGrath said he had an 
appointment and would leave the meeting a little early and miss some of the Otter Creek discussion. 
 
Ms. Sexton said Monte Mason from our Minerals Management Bureau has an update on the evaluation 
that is being done in partnership with Great Northern Properties.   
 
Monte Mason, DNRC Minerals Management Bureau Chief, said when we met last month I talked quite a 
bit and I'll be very brief this morning.  I know Evan Barrett has some information he wants to provide and 
Chuck Kerr is here.  The primary information I have is the study we talked about last month is complete 
and the ink is dry.  We are putting this together, updating our data disks and getting it out to everyone on 
our list, the companies and the people that have expressed interest.  We are going to talk with them and 
get a handle on this new information and eventually be back with the Board to have some serious 
discussions.  The study was prepard in coordination with Great Northern Properties and they ended up 
paying the lion's share of costs.  Briefly, I have some background slides that would be helpful for any 
discussion that might take place this morning.  Mr. Mason showed the following slides for discussion:  
vicinity map, coal resource map (50 mile radius), coal resource map (15 mile radius), Otter Creek coal 
resource map, Montco-Bridge Creek-Otter Creek Areas map, Tongue Rive Railroad map – proposed spur 
into Otter Creek, Tongue Rive coal and transportation exhibit, and MT-WY Powder River Basin mine 
and rail infrastructure map. 
 
Chuck Kerr, President Great Northern Properties, said what I'd like to accomplish today is to give you an 
Otter Creek perspective from the other half-interest owner, Great Northern Properties (GNP).  I know 
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there has been a fair amount of discussions and publicity about the development of Otter Creek in the 
press and in our opinion Otter Creek does need to be developed.  We think it is an absolute wonderful 
resource and, frankly, is probably the best coal reserve in the Powder River Basin bar none.  It has 
challenges, however.  What I'd like to do today is talk about Otter Creek through GNP's eyes.  First and 
foremost, a bit of history.   
 
Great Northern acquired the Otter Creek property as well as other significant assets from Burlington 
Northern Railroad in the early 1990s.  This was a multi tens-of-millions dollar transaction.  We purchased 
these properties from Burlington Northern and ended up acquiring five million mineral acres, 2,000 
surface acres under which is about 20 billion tons of coal.  Otter Creek was a substantial part of that 
transaction.  We paid up front for our participation in Otter Creek.  The state obviously acquired its 
interest in the mid-2000s by virtue of the land swap with the Crown Butte Mine, and it was a marvelous 
transaction for the state.  Frankly, the way we look at this is that it removed somewhat of an impediment 
to us and that was the federal government.  We would much prefer to deal with the State of Montana at 
Otter Creek or anywhere else rather than the federal government due to the fact that anytime the federal 
government is involved, you just add a lot of time and red tape.  The other nice thing about the State of 
Montana is I think they are aligned with GNP.  Great Northern Properties has no coal in Wyoming.  Our 
economic benefit is derived solely in Montana.  We do have some North Dakota coal but it is not 
competing with the Otter Creek type coals.  Great Northern Properties is in Montana to do one thing and 
one thing only and that is to get its coal reserves developed.  That is all we do.  We are very focused.  We 
have paid dearly for this asset and unfortunately it hasn't developed as quickly as we had envisioned.  We 
think that now is the prime opportunity to move that development forward but it has to be done prudently 
and, we believe, in concert with several different other factors that have to be taken into consideration.  
There has been a lot of development work that has gone on behind the scenes.  The study Mr. Mason 
referred to has been long in coming.  It was actually dovetailed off a study GNP did in the mid-1990s.  
We spent a lot of money understanding what resource we had.  The mid-1990 study took about 100 years 
of data, culminated it, and came out with a proprietary study to give us an understanding as to what the 
Otter Creek resource was.  After the State of Montana acquired the property it appropriated $300,000 and 
in my opinion used the money very well.  It went out and acquired new coal data and cultural studies.  
What we did was took the brand new data and collated it with the other data Great Northern had to see if 
there were any new anomalies or new information we could glean out of the new information.  In fact, we 
learned a lot.  The old data we had was not acquired using modern technology, the new data was.  
Probably the single most important aspect of the report is the fact that we learned a lot about the quality of 
the coal that we have.  We have an absolute wonderful resource in that Otter Creek has 1.2 billion tons of 
coal, the state owns half and we own half in an extremely low strip ratio that has one unfortunate aspect to 
it and that is it is high in sodium.  The fact that it is high in sodium is a significant issue and unfortunately 
does not lend itself well for being burned in conventional boilers.  It causes boilers to slag.  So there is a 
market issue there.  We've been working with the DNRC with regard to the study, discussions about how 
a lease process would proceed.  What sort of process would be required?  What sort of lease would we 
have?  What sort of lease terms would be in place?  All of these things have been going on behind the 
scenes, so a lot of work has been going on even though it appears no development is taking place.  Lets 
talk about the challenges we face on a "go forward" basis. 
 
Challenges:  Otter Creek has one problem of which all of the other problems are derived.  It is location.  
Otter Creek is obviously a remote area.  It is in a geo-politically sensitive area.  You have the Northern 
Cheyenne on one side, who are an active participant in this process and you have the Custer National 
Forest on the other side.  It is in an extremely rugged area.  You have the Tongue River running through 
it.  It is a pristine area.  All of this is going to be an issue with regard to the future development and needs 
to be taken into consideration.  At present, there is no infrastructure.  There is no rail, there are no 
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transmission lines, and there is no pipeline there.  So anything that needs to be done has to be built and 
somebody has to pay for it.  The fact that we do have a different coal needs to be taken into consideration.  
Unfortunately, high sodium coal is not in high demand.  The market is very finite.  The southern Powder 
River Basin right now is mining and selling over 400 million tons of coal per year.  The high sodium 
market is 20 million tons per year.  So, that is the market we are looking at.  Even though we have a 
wonderful resource you have to look at what you can do with the coal if you dig it out of the ground.  
Right now that market is being fed by Spring Creek, Decker, and another mine or two.  So in order to 
break into that market you will have to either displace that market or figure out a way to handle sodium.  
Sodium can be mitigated in a couple of fashions.  One is to blend it with other coals which adds cost.  
Another is, we think, that technology may have some intrigue here.   
 
Economics:  To build infrastructure in this neck of the woods is going to be very expensive.  Obviously, 
the Tongue River Railroad folks have worked very hard over many years to try to get a rail built in here.  
It's Great Northern's opinion that they are on to something.  The problem with the rail, however, is that in 
recent times the cost of construction not only of rail, but power plants, and coal mines has increased 
substantially.  What used to be the rule of thumb of a million dollars per mile of running mile of rail is 
now in this particular case four million dollars.  You're looking at almost $500 million to build the 
Tongue River Railroad from Miles City down to Spring Creek-Decker.  That is going to have a 
substantial impact on the ability to get this done.  Mine costs have gone up substantially.  In order to open 
up a brand new mine we're looking at anywhere from $150 to $200 million of funding capital to get a 
mine of this nature opened up.  So you're looking at anywhere from $600 to $750 million to get Otter 
Creek developed.  If you're having to pay that kind of money to get the mine open and you have a very 
limited market, we're really concerned about economics.  We are working very hard right now to 
understand the economics and make sure that whatever we do is economic.  That's one of our primary 
focuses.  The fact that we don't have rail is probably the single issue we have in getting Otter Creek 
developed.  We believe that the rail and the coal need to be developed in conjunction with each other.  
You can't sell coal without rail and rail is going to need coal to be able to have an anchor tenant to help 
pay for it.  The Tongue River Railroad folks have proposed a common carrier line that goes from Miles 
City, Montana, down to Spring Creek-Decker spur and would connect with the Burlington Northern-
Santa Fe line.  They have been working on that for 20 years and I know there is some concern that that 
may open competition from the south across this track.  We, as Great Northern, have been concerned 
about that as well, the fact that we do not have any economic interest in Wyoming.  Obviously, we are 
aligned with the State of Montana, however, in looking at this closely what we believe is that line will 
actually be a benefit to the development of Otter Creek, to the State of Montana, and to Great Northern 
not only for Otter Creek but for other opportunities as well.  There is going to be other industries built in 
Eastern Montana that can utilize this line and we believe, structured correctly, we can make sure Montana 
is adequately protected and, in fact, there may be an opportunity where we can have the Wyoming 
developers pay for part of this line.  They will use this line to ship their coal across it and we believe there 
is a price to be paid for that.  So we think Wyoming coal can help pay for Montana rail.   
 
Low Strip Ratio:  The endearing quality of Otter Creek is such that it has a very low strip ratio.  Its cost of 
mining will be lower than any other mine once it is opened up.  It is going to take probably six to eight 
years before the first lump of coal will be mined out of Otter Creek.  That is being aggressive.  In six to 
eight years all of the Wyoming mines will get into the higher strip ratios.  Their cost of mining will go up.  
We believe that Otter Creek alone will be competitive.  We also believe that due to modern technology 
sodium will be taken care of, new plants will be built and designed that will be able to handle high 
sodium.  There is a company owned by one of the limited partners of Great Northern that has a fix today 
that can retrofit existing boilers to be able to handle high sodium and it is relatively inexpensive.  We 
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think there is a package that we can put together to be able to break into other markets other than high 
sodium.  So we think that technology will advance.   
 
Relationship Issues:  The Northern Cheyenne are a player in this, they have reserves of their own.  Otter 
Creek is right next door and anything we do is going to impact the reservation.  We believe it is important 
that the relationships are solidified as a foundation for any future development of this area.  There are 
locals and the national forest.  It is the relationships that are going to make this work.  It’s the backyard 
issue, you either want it or you don't.  Frankly, we are here today to try to get Otter Creek developed but 
if other factions don't, fine.  We've got other resources in Montana that we are working really hard to get 
developed and we will continue to do so.  However, this really is a tremendous asset for the State of 
Montana and Great Northern.   
 
Economics is a critical element in all of this.  If we economically can't mine and rail out the coal, then 
we're gone.  With the current capital costs we are really concerned that it is going to be too expensive to 
get all of this done.  We don't have the answers to the economic questions at this point.  We are working 
hard to get them.  We are working in conjunction with the Tongue River Railroad folks to assist them in 
getting their rail developed.  The last update I had is they expect to have their permit issued in the third 
quarter of this year.  The last remaining issues with regard to concerns about the rail have been satisfied 
and the STB will issue a permit sometime in the third or fourth quarter of this year.  The common carrier 
line is one option.  We believe it is a beneficial option.  I know there are other options that we may be 
able to build rail from Otter Creek to the north or from Otter Creek to the south.  Those will have to be 
investigated.  There is a lot of moving parts and at this point in time I think it is a matter of information 
gathering before we're ready to go to a lease offering.  In my opinion the path forward is one of 
information gathering, but I think it needs to be done very quickly.  We're in an economic boom for coal.  
Right now in the high commodity-priced environment with natural gas at $6 or $8 per NCF or prices at 
$70 or $75, coal is a cheap fuel and there are plenty of opportunities and alternatives for the use of coal.  
The phone is ringing off the hook in Houston, people looking for sources of fuel and we think we can 
provide them.  The challenges we face with Otter Creek is its location.  We think those can all be 
mitigated but we have to walk before we can run.  We think we need to have a full understanding of the 
economics.  That's happening very quickly.  We think in the next month or so we should have a better 
handle on mine and rail economics.  Then we can back into how many tons do we have to sell in order to 
make all of this work.  That will help size the mine.  Once you have all of that then you can determine 
finance-ability.  Obviously, to finance a mine you are going to need lenders.  To finance a rail you're 
going to need lenders.  We need to make sure this is going to be economic and we can get this thing 
financed.   
 
Market Research:  If you have a very finite market, you better understand it.  Where are those markets 
and can we break into them?  If we can't then, again, it’s a potential fatal flaw.  So we really need to 
understand the markets.  Before you ever open up a mine you will have long term finance-able contracts 
to be able to go out and obtain financing.  That's the way mines are opened up. 
 
Transportation:  It needs to be figured out.  In Great Northern's opinion we believe the Tongue River 
Railroad is a wonderful solution.  And we are willing to back it.  We think that it provides the opportunity 
to develop Otter Creek as well as other opportunities in Eastern Montana.  In fact, if you can solve the 
sodium issue, maybe technology will do it or this technology that this company has will work, then that 
rail going south we can start working on not just the finite sodium market but the market that the other 
PRB mines are selling into.  If we've got a lower cost of fuel we can be competitive if we can solve the 
sodium problem.  So having access to the south as well as to the north we believe is very important.  The 
state needs to understand what it wants to do in that regard.  If  it wants to support the Tongue River 
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Railroad it needs to answer that question itself.  We, Great Northern Properties, are interested in looking 
at all avenues in that regard and haven't yet made a decision.  We still believe the Tongue River Railroad 
provides a very compelling solution to that issue.  The DNRC and GNP still need to work together on 
formulating a lease that is going to be satisfactory to all of us.  One of the concerns I have is if you have a 
lease auction the people who can pay the most may be those people that don't want to have Otter Creek 
opened up, the potential competitors to the south.  So what we need to do is structure a lease that we 
believe will have significant development hurdles to make sure that whoever is going to lease Otter Creek 
pays a significant price for that development in the event they lock.  That we get something for it.  I want 
to make sure that whoever leases Otter Creek is real.   
 
Focus on Relationships:  Great Northern and the state have a great relationship.  I want to leverage that 
into a wonderful relationship with the Northern Cheyenne and the locals.  There are a lot of farmers and 
ranchers in that neck of the woods that are going to have a say in this as well.  You've got the Custer 
National Forest and the markets.  We think the relationships have to be worked together all at the same 
time.   
 
In summary what I am saying is there is a lot of work to do.  At this point in time I don't believe GNP 
would be in support of putting its coal up for lease.  We believe additional work has to be done so that as 
far as GNP is concerned, we maximize the value of what we have to our shareholders.  Again, we paid 
our price up front.  The State of Montana has been blessed by having this as a wonderful asset.  It will get 
royalties, it will get tax dollars in the future.  GNP will get the royalties, but we won't get the tax dollars 
so we have to make our best deal on the front end.  We are very focused on maximizing that.  To the 
extent that I'm here representing my shareholders, you are here representing the school trust lands and we 
both have a fiduciary responsibility to maximize the value of Otter Creek.  In GNP's opinion we believe 
we are on the right track.  We think in the not-too-distant future we will be ready to make a 
recommendation as to what we do with Otter Creek, but not yet.  We think we need a few more facts 
before we can make that decision.   
 
Mr. Morrison said Mr. Kerr, you mentioned the northern route from Miles City to Otter Creek is one 
option that has been discussed and needs to be looked into further.  You also suggested you strongly 
prefer the southern route being developed as well.  My question is whether just a northern route that goes 
from Miles City down to Otter Creek is consistent with developing this in the long run.  A lot of the 
opposition to the Tongue River Railroad is related to (1) the competitive issue, but (2) the impact in the 
area around Birney in the Tongue River Valley.  So, what about the northern route only on the Tongue 
River Railroad and is that consistent with future development? 
 
Mr. Kerr replied it may be.  The issue is going to be twofold.  One, economics.  If you're going to put a 
short line railroad in that is serving only one customer it loses its common carrier status.  So we won't 
have other people helping finance that rail.  So the mine itself will have to finance 100% of that rail, or 
any other developers of coal in that area.   
 
Mr. Morrison said but it is a less expensive railroad. 
 
Mr. Kerr said it is a less expensive railroad but 100% of the cost will be borne by the mine.  The fact that 
this is a common carrier line has several significant advantages.  Probably the most is it gets the right of 
eminent domain.  When you apply for a permit at the federal level, you have to demonstrate a need.  
Being that this is public access, which you are demonstrating, it is a need for the public good.  You only 
have to demonstrate that need once.  And if you are successful in demonstrating that need you are granted 
a permit.  Along with that permit comes the right of eminent domain for the entire length of the rail.  But 
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it has to be for the public good.  A short line railroad is not for the public good, it is only for one person.  
In order to acquire right-of-way access you have to demonstrate need across each individual track as you 
go and you will be in court for many many years trying to demonstrate need as you go.  So there is a 
different permitting process.  Secondly, the economics.  The short line rail, the coal mine will pay 100% 
of that and will be given favorable loans from the U.S. government.  A common carrier line will have 
available federal loans from the U.S. government at very good interest rates.  There is a loan program, I 
think it is the Railroad Infrastructure Loan Program or whatever, that has a common carrier line.  You 
have access to cheap financing.  In our opinion the competitive side of this, we believe that competition 
from the south can be mitigated.  We believe that is not an issue to short cut not going to the south.  In 
fact, if we can solve the sodium problem we are going to want access to the south.  Cutting off that 
distance will help our transportation costs such that we can be more competitive.  So it is a double-edged 
sword. 
 
Mr. Morrison said my other question is about the Northern Cheyenne settlement.  A couple of years ago 
the Northern Cheyenne had a suit that was pending that this Board settled with a settlement that provided 
for certain stipulations in the event of future development.  And my question is whether that settlement 
creates any kind of impediments for development at this time, in your view? 
 
Mr. Kerr said I don't think so.  We've done a significant review of the settlement agreement.  It’s a cost.  
But if you were to locate this mine anywhere near a population center or anywhere else I think there is a 
cost of doing that too.  You're going to have to take into consideration your impact on the local area.  
What the Northern Cheyenne have asked is they are going to be impacted that we take a look at 
mitigating those impacts to the extent that they have some sensitivities, they've expressed them and we 
believe those are reasonable and sensible.  Historically, with development of mines around reservations 
this sort of agreement is in place. We don't believe it is an impediment.  Again, with the fact that you have 
such a huge reserve, 1.2 billion tons in one spot with a very low strip ratio, we believe the economics and 
this resource will be able to absorb the settlement agreement without significant concern.   
 
Mr. Morrison said there have been some people who suggest the reason Otter Creek hasn't been 
developed yet is because of that settlement agreement, and you're confirming that is not true.  The 
settlement agreement does not create a significant impediment and these other issues in terms of making 
the financing pan out and getting the railroad in place are the critical components. 
 
Mr. Kerr replied absolutely.  In my opinion the two issues are infrastructure, lack thereof, and sodium.  
Those are the two issues why Otter Creek hasn't been developed, or that you haven't seen any other 
development in the sub-bituminous coals in Montana.  For whatever reasons, if you go north out of the 
southern Powder River Basin the coal character changes, and it's right on the Montana-Wyoming border.  
You get north of that and all of a sudden the sodium levels increase, and the sodium creates significant 
problems in conventional boilers.   
 
Governor Schweitzer said you mentioned relationships.  I think that is important.  That relationship 
between the Northern Cheyenne and the State of Montana and Great Northern is one that we'll continue to 
work on.  For many of you, you don't know that Chuck Kerr actually came in to see me before I was 
sworn in, but after I was elected our first meeting was at a card table in the Rotunda.  Chuck arrived, as a 
lot of folks do, with a lobbyist.  And I said Chuck you don't have to have a lobbyist to get in this door.  
We scurried him right out of the Capitol and we've had several meetings since.  It is kind of a new way of 
doing business around here.  For those of you who are lobbyists, its okay to be a lobbyist but we're saying 
to people you don't need to hire one to come and talk to us.  We've had a great number of conversations 
about new technologies relative to coal.  And I think Great Northern Property has done more exhaustive 
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research project on emerging coal technologies of coal gasification, liquefaction, than almost any other 
company in the world.  There are those that have suggested as we develop coal in Montana it will be coal 
by rail, traditional.  There are others that say because of the unique nature of some of Montana's coal it 
might be good to look at other technologies.  If you may, I'd like to address what you've found in 
emerging technologies in terms of gasification, liquefaction, IGCC and what the possibilities might be for 
those coal assets you have in Montana.  Not just Otter Creek but other assets you've got.  
 
Mr. Kerr said Great Northern Properties is the single largest owner of coal reserves in the United States, 
other than the U.S. government, by a far stretch of the imagination.  We have on our books 20 billion tons 
of coal.  The next, number two, is Peabody Coal that has nine billion tons.  The difference there is our 20 
billion tons is owned.  We own it in fee.  Peabody's is leased for the most part, they do have some fee coal 
but obviously our coal is here in Montana.  So we have a very vested interest in anything that can be done 
with coal, regardless of what it is, we are going to take a keen interest.  It would be foolish not to.  That's 
why we are so enthused about monitoring current technological developments.  There has been some 
really intriguing stuff that has gone on recently.  You have to understand the reason this hasn't taken place 
sooner is commodity prices.  A lot of these new technologies are not economic when you have $2 and $3 
gas and $20 and $25 oil.  It is only recently, the past two or three years, that commodity prices have gone 
up and people believe those are sustainable prices, that these technologies have been rolled out and are 
not economic.  There are several types of technologies that we believe can be developed in Montana in 
concert with each other but they basically all use one concept:  the gasification of coal.  You take coal, 
you run it through a chemical process instead of burning it and you convert the coal to a synthetic gas.  
Basically, all you're doing is rearranging the molecules to get to the basic elements you can use to convert 
carbon and oxygen and hydrogen into whatever product you want.  Synthetic natural gas can be made 
from the gasification of coal.  Diesel, jet fuel, methanol, there is an incredible product stream.  Once you 
end up with synthetic gas you have a product slate that is just remarkable.  You can take the synthetic gas 
and put it into a combustion turbine and burn it and convert it to electricity.  All of these can be done with 
Montana coals.  What is really critical here is the majority of Montana's coal are lignites.  What we've 
been talking here is sub-bituminous coal which is higher BTUs, can be dug out of the ground, put into rail 
cars and shipped and exported.  It can also be burned on site or utilized on site.  Probably the highest and 
best use for sub-bituminous coal is for export.  Lignite, however, being a lower heat value, even a lower 
ranked coal, transportation costs make it very difficult to compete against the higher ranked coals.  
Lignite is chemically unstable.  If you dig it out, put it into rail cars, as it travels it settles and it will start 
self-combusting so you end up with trains on fire.  You've burned your coal before you even get there.  
The reason you haven't seen massive lignite development is it is going be mine mouth.  What you need to 
do is dig the lignite out of the ground and put it into a facility and process the coal on site.  That is what 
North Dakota does, that's what you see in Texas or anywhere else where there is massive quantities of 
lignite.  Historically, it has been dig it out of the ground, put it into a coal-fired boilers, burn it, it converts 
to steam, and fire steam-fired turbine generators.  With the new technologies however, we believe coal 
will be gasified and turned into all sorts of different types of products depending upon where your 
markets are, what you need, and what the commodity prices are.  Unfortunately, most of these 
technologies are playing catch-up, most of these have been around for a long time but haven't really been 
perfected because they have been on economics.  For the past two or three years everybody is trying to 
get them geared up.  But they are very capital intensive and its going to take some time.  So while we all 
talk about IGCC and coal gasification its not necessarily ready for prime time.  I think its going to come, 
there is going to be projects built all over the U.S. with the new technologies, its just going to take some 
time.  Our coals lend themselves only to a very select group of technologies.  The technologies you hear 
about, and they are name-brand companies: G.E., Shell, Conoco, Phillips, their technologies are designed 
for the higher-ranked fuels and don't lend themselves well to the low ranked fuels.  So those technologies 
won't work on the majority of Montana coals.  We've identified those technologies that do work and are 
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focused on trying to get those technology-providers focused on Montana.  I think we've been doing a 
pretty good job behind the scenes.  Great Northern is spending the majority of its time and effort on the 
new technologies and we believe that is the future for us and we believe it lends itself well for the State of 
Montana.  The new technologies are much more environmentally-friendly, they are CO2

 capture-ready 
and we believe CO2

 is a wonderful story for Montana as well.  Montana has oil and gas reserves that will 

lend themselves for recovery using CO2.
 Montana has it all.  It has a wonderful resource, it has more coal 

than any other state in the U.S., it has an administration that is supporting the development of coal, and 
we're here.  We can't move the resource so we're here to do what we can with what we've got and we are 
working really hard in that vein. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said one other thing, we own Otter Creek in a checkerboard fashion in partnership 
with Great Northern.  We've looked at a number of your other assets around the state Kinsey, West Circle 
up Nelson Creek, and in some of those cases you are checker-boarded with the federal government.  
There are a couple of ways of looking at the Otter Creek tracts.  One is we need to get infrastructure in to 
the Otter Creek tracts in order to develop that coal.  The second might be moving the ownership of the 
coal to a place where there already is some infrastructure.  Can you give us some ideas, some sort of 
things that might potentially exist? 
 
Mr. Kerr said absolutely.  As stated earlier, one of the wonderful attributes we believe Otter Creek has is 
the co-ownership with Great Northern Properties as a privately-owned company with the State of 
Montana.  The federal government had it for many many years and basically did nothing with regard to 
the development.  The development was being done by Great Northern Properties.  The State of Montana, 
however, is very focused in the development and we'd much prefer to do business with the State of 
Montana because they are financially lined with us, are focused on getting something done and I think 
have the same mind-set for business development that we do.  The federal government has none of that.  
It creates tremendous dissention or inopportunity for quick development of coal in Montana.  Any time 
we deal with the federal government we add two to five years from the timeline that we would be doing 
prudent development with the State of Montana.  So, to the extent we can deal with the State of Montana 
anywhere we have significant reserves we'd love to be able to do that.  We would be very interested in 
facilitating discussions with regard to swaps where we can block up an area where there is federal coal 
intertwined or checker boarded with GNP coal.  We believe that is a win-win for the State of Montana as 
well as GNP.  GNP has already initiated the process of a federal land swap.  We do have a fair amount of 
acreage that is already stranded in the Custer National Forest and we believe we're going to be able to  
attempt to swap out some federal acreage elsewhere.  But we also believe there is a bunch of state acreage 
that can be done the same way.  To the extent the state is interested in partnering up with GNP and putting 
together a areas of interest we'd be all over that. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said just to recap, what you said to us is GNP doesn't believe, as our partner, that we 
are in a position to be offering these assets for lease right now until the path to infrastructure is clear and 
the value of that coal has been enhanced because of that path? 
 
Mr. Kerr said that's correct.  We could lease today but if you were to lease, who would show up?  And 
who would be willing to pay any significant amount of money for something that has no infrastructure, 
that doesn't have the relationship solidified, and has all of the work we've got to get done?  They are faced 
with all that.  I don't think they are going to give you much money for your coal.  Frankly, GNP is here to 
maximize its reserve to the benefit of the shareholders.  I think the Land Board has the same fiduciary 
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responsibility to its constituents.  At this time I think we have to do a lot more work to not only figure 
what the process is going to be but what routes we have to take to get there.  We have the relationship 
issue again, the transportation issues, and the market issues.   All of those have to be resolved or at least 
understood so we make an informed decision on when we put this up for lease.  I think now what you're 
doing, and I mentioned this to you, you're running a K-Mart "blue light special" and you're giving value 
away that I think is value that can be put into the coffers of the school trust fund and GNP. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said you made a comment and I want to clear it up because it is something we've 
talked about and I've talked about other folks who are interested in the Otter Creek tracts as well, and that 
is if we were offered the lease right now, the ones who could pay the most for it probably are big miners 
of coal in the Powder River Basin in Wyoming to make sure that those tracts were not developed. 
 
Mr. Kerr said that is a significant concern of mine, yes.   
 
Governor Schweitzer said the next one, just to recap, GNP believes the new technologies coal gasification 
and the derivatives thereof have great potential in the intermediate term future in Montana? 
 
Mr. Kerr said that's correct.  One thing I didn't state is Otter Creek is an absolute wonderful reserve.  In 
my mind the highest and best use is as a mine only.  Not as a mine-mouth facility.  At some time in the 
future you may be able to put a mine mouth facility there but I think there are too many hurdles and there 
are better uses for the coal.  If you have rail moving a project, a coal-to-liquids project, a gasification 
project, closer to infrastructure where you have it closer to Miles City or in that neck of the woods, I think 
that is going to be easier to do than trying to put a mine mouth facility in Otter Creek.  So, it is GNP's 
belief that highest and best use for Otter Creek reserve is a mine only and would be for export purposes. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said the last thing is there was a discussion you made about the potential for swaps 
which would mean, hypothetically, if you had a gasification project-liquefaction project on one of your 
other properties someplace, you'd be interested in Montana being a partner in that in terms of coal.  You 
would have the federal government trade into Otter Creek and Otter Creek tracts trade into property that 
is adjacent to your property and then the development of property in another place in Montana could be 
conducted based on the swaps out of Otter Creek. 
 
Mr. Kerr said absolutely.  GNP has 60 identified deposits that can be developed.  Otter Creek is one.  
Obviously, Otter Creek has high value.  But that is not the only project we are pursuing.  We believe there 
are other projects just as compelling as Otter Creek that have different virtues.  We are very interested in 
doing that.  So to the extent that we may not be able to get the Otter Creek developed some time soon, we 
think Otter Creek will be developed and we are in it for the long term.  The owners want their kids, 
grandkids, and their great grandkids to be able to partake in the GNP legacy.  In the near term, however, 
we think there is tremendous opportunity in this economic environment.  We don't know how long that 
window of economic opportunity will remain open.  To the extent that we can develop a relationship with 
the State of Montana that provides for quicker economic development, by all means we are all for it.  To 
have the State of Montana as a partner in a project development of this magnitude is a wonderful asset in 
our book. 
 
Eugene Little Coyote, President Northern Cheyenne Tribe, said my Cheyenne name is Maya-nahun.  I'd 
like to share a few comments on the Otter Creek Settlement and potential development there.  I'll keep my 
comments fairly general, but I would like to introduce members of our delegation.  We have Tribal 
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Councilwoman Judith Spang and Tribal Secretary Sharlene Evans.  Let's begin with a simple background 
as far as our two shared administrations go.  After your inauguration you invited the Northern Cheyenne 
Tribe to a government-to-government consultation in which we had an exchange of ideals, initiatives, and 
issues the Northern Cheyenne Tribe and the great State of Montana shared.  During this meeting you 
presented the Northern Cheyenne Tribe with a potential opportunity regarding the Otter Creek coal mine 
or coal development.  The Tribe's immediate response was that as far as the Otter Creek Settlement goes, 
it was settled.  We had sued on our claims regarding the negative impacts of Otter Creek, but we settled 
that and dismissed it with prejudice meaning we can't sue any more over it.  However, there was some 
like discussion about the potential of the Northern Cheyenne Tribe and synergy.  But if Otter Creek is 
going to go forward and the Northern Cheyenne tribal people want to develop their own coal it could be a 
very great partnership.  That was too early for us to really comment.  The comment we had made to the 
Governor's office was that that kind of decision is much too big for the governing body alone, it would 
have to come from a vote of the tribal people.  Governor, of course, you respected the Tribe's views on 
that and you were very patient.  One of the things I am here to share with you today before the Land 
Board is that a significant number of Northern Cheyenne tribal members have petitioned the Tribal 
Council for coal development.  The Tribal Council took action to approve putting this as an initiative vote 
on the November staggered elections of the Tribal Council.  So in November when we elect or reelect 
Tribal Council members, the tribal people will also decide whether they want to move forward with coal 
development.  Now what this does, of course, is if it moves forward it puts the Tribe in a very good 
position to help both the state and itself on a number of things.  I do want to add a couple of things before 
I get too far.  One, I was told by the Tribal Council to emphasize the governing body by taking this action 
to put it up for a vote of confidence for the people isn't necessarily supporting coal development.  What 
they are doing is supporting the tribal people's rights to decide if they want coal development or not.  
Secondly, this definitely activates a number of conditions in the Otter Creek Settlement Act.  I'd like to 
just point out four of those.  One, by dismissing all of our claims with prejudice it allowed the transfer of 
Otter Creek tracts to the state for potential development; and two, in return the Tribe would get 8.5 sub-
sections of sub-surface rights on our reservation, so that was a good thing for us, from Great Northern 
Properties.  Also, two other things we've consistently mentioned to the State of Montana is that this 
settlement had a condition with it, that a Montana Congressional delegation would in the promptest 
manner seek federal funding for aid, about $6 million per year, for the Tribe's own infrastructure, roads 
etc. but also funding for our cultural programs.   
 
I know you posed your question about if the settlement is an impediment.  Well it is a settlement and it 
allows things to move forward.  But there are some conditions to it and that is what I am also here to 
express.  We would hope that Montana lives up to its conditions as well.  I'll read Recital G from the 
actual settlement which I have here.  It states, "The Tribe advises that in its view realization of these 
settlement objectives will for the first time provide the Tribe with a net positive stake in nearby off-
reservation coal related development and therefore generate Tribal support for coal related development 
at Otter Creek carried out in accordance with applicable law."  So, I would like to conclude my brief 
comments saying that we want a "net positive stake" in this development if it moves forward.  What that 
does is it supports the Tribe's own vision of economic independence.  We've had actual consistent 
discussions for the past year and a half between our two governments on this matter, I appreciate that.  So, 
I am inviting the great State of Montana and Great Northern Properties to renew meaningful objective 
discussions regarding the conditions in this agreement and also to have more discussions on realizing the 
tremendous opportunities that Otter Creek presents.   
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Mr. Morrison said just so its clear, I was a supporter of that settlement and I raised the question with Mr. 
Kerr because in the course of political debate there had been some who claimed the settlement agreement 
we entered into with the Northern Cheyenne was the obstacle to development of the tracts and I wanted to 
get his perspective.  I was glad to have him say here today on our public record that, in fact, this 
settlement agreement is a constructive thing and it is not an obstacle to the development of Otter Creek.  
So the fact that we have been able to enter into this settlement that creates a net positive situation for the 
Northern Cheyenne Nation is a good thing. 
 
President Little Coyote said he agreed.   
 
Representative Jim Keane, HD 75, said in listening to the discussion I have some comments while they 
are setting up the power point.  The comments I think need to be made here is Montana is a resource state 
and we all know that whether it is tourism, fishing, hunting, farming, mining, or oil and gas, its all 
resources.  Sitting in this room if you look at Lewis and Clark there has been a consistency for over 200 
years, and while Lewis and Clark came here everybody forgot why they came here.  They came here for 
transportation.  And what got them through their whole mission?  If they couldn't have traded for horses, 
they wouldn't have survived.  When we talk about our resources, they have no value.  Our resources in 
this state have no value without transportation.  Whether it be tourism, mining, or agriculture, 
transportation is the key to everything and I think sometimes as a person in transportation we forget that.  
We're talking about rail today, in my home town at one time we had five railroads.  The reason was we 
were the economic driver of the state and they came there because that's where the transportation needed 
to be.  Things have changed, things move on.  There is a unique opportunity, and you heard that 
discussion this morning, as prices change economic value changes.  Our coal now has significantly 
changed.  A person like myself, while I represent Butte, my day job is I represent the operating engineers.  
In other words, the people that mine coal in Montana, I represent about half the miners for the tonnage.  
We mine about 20 millions tons per year of coal in Montana so I have a significant interest in what 
happens to coal and what happens to coal in Montana.  Our organization for the past 20 years has been 
deathly opposed to the Tongue River Railroad and we will stay that way.  The Tongue River Railroad 
does nothing, it is a transportation corridor for Wyoming and people need to understand that.  It has 
nothing to do with Montana development, it has everything to do with shipping coal from Wyoming up to 
the Northern Tier.  It has been that way from the start and it is that way today.  I want the Land Board to 
understand our organization will stay opposed to the Tongue River Railroad because it doesn't do 
anything for Montana.  In fact, the miners I represent I guarantee you the first year they went into 
operation of the Tongue River Railroad we'd lose about 200 miners in the State of Montana.   Because the 
route becomes so cheap our coal isn't competitive at Colstrip, Colstrip isn't competitive at Sarpy Creek.  
So we need to be aware of that when we talk about the Tongue River Railroad. Yet, we've heard all the 
discussion, there is an opportunity.  I spent all of January and February down in this country negotiating 
contracts and I have had people come to me that have a better way.  Have a way to solve the problem and 
protect the jobs we already have.  And that's what I am about, protecting the jobs but at the same time 
developing the resource.  This resource will be developed, if not in Montana, in Colorado, in Texas or 
somewhere else.  Do you know why?  If you go back five years and look at what Burlington Northern 
invested in coal hauling equipment – zero.  Four years ago – zero.  Then they started investing.  Last year 
coal-hauling engines and coal cars –  $500 million.  Tell me the private company is going to put up $500 
million and let them sit on the track.  They know what everybody else knows, there is all kinds of 
development in coal because, you've heard it this morning, it has become the best economic fuel we have.  
So, you have $500 million and those coal cars are going to be full with somebody's coal, I want it to be 
Montana's coal.  I think the citizens of the State of Montana and certainly the Land Board and this 
administration are trying to move towards that.  So, how do we get Otter Creek developed?  How do we 
listen to Chuck's concerns about getting fair market value for their stockholders?  How do the citizens of 
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Montana get the best rate?  I think these people have come up with a solution to all our problems and my 
problem, we still protect the jobs.   
 
Transportation – Otter Creek Coal.  He showed a slide of the proposed Otter Creek route, saying the 
Northern Cheyenne is next to it and you can see the Tongue River Railroad running next to it.  Here is 
where we want to go with the shipping of the coal down to Decker.  Straight southern route.  That's what 
we need to do.  These numbers come from the EIS for the Tongue River Railroad and they will have to be 
updated as we go along.  Why do we think the southern route is an advantage?   On the southern route 
there is just about 1/3 of the railroad line, it doesn't get involved with the northern part at all.  We go 
down to Decker, what does that get us?  It gets us to ship our Otter Creek coal into the eastern railroads 
where the Dakota, Minnesota and Eastern Railroad and that other one that is part of their system over 
there off the Burlington Northern line.  So we are able to move our coal south, Governor, we protect our 
coal going north out of our other mines and we're into all of these new markets down south with the Otter 
Creek coal.  As the discussion talked, this gets the blending of the other coal which our coal can be 
attractive for whatever the lease price is to blend with other coal coming out of Wyoming.  Why would 
they do that?  Because if it is at a decent price they are going to want to do that.  So how does this work 
out?  The southern route contacts with the DM&E and eastern markets.  Here is the business approach.  
Build a branch line to Otter Creek south, move coal down to BN-SF at Decker, move coal onto the other 
lines through Burlington Northern, and allow a branch line to run on the tracks.  In other words what you 
do here is, all they will do is build a railroad, then Burlington Northern can run on their line with their 
trains, with their engines or anyone else who wants to haul coal.  How do they get paid?  Dollar a ton to 
move the coal over the 41 miles south.  Profit reinvested in Montana opportunities.  Here is their business 
plan and this can be adjusted.  Ten million tons the first year, 12.5 the second, 15 the third, 17.5, and you 
heard the market is 20 million tons, that is the current market.  I think once we develop the line and are 
able to ship south that will be our developed market.  I think we are going to see an increased coal.  If 
they are buying $500 million worth of coal cars you can bet power plants or whoever is using the coal 
will come up with a way to burn it with the technology, or as other assets become available to do other 
things with the coal.   
 
Debt ratio.  We were looking at a debt ratio of 10% equity, 90% ratio.  Capital costs is $73.5 million, 
that's figuring about $1.8 million per mile.  You heard today it is $4 million per mile, I think there is 
going to be a real plan.  Supposedly our people are going to work on the Roundup Railroad this year, I 
think we can do a comparison of what it is costing to build the Roundup Railroad rather than say $4 
million.  I think that is a high price.  Debt term is 9% at ten years dollar per ton charge, 110 tons per car, 
about 100-car trains.  One of the things that hasn't been mentioned that they are doing in Wyoming is 
bonding.  I think part of that debt could be bonding.  That hasn't been talked about today but bonding by 
the State of Montana.  If you need to guarantee part of that debt through the money we have that's coming 
in through the coal trust I think there should be some discussion about that.  Their rate of return over the 
five years is 21.3%.  Tongue River Railroad south, $1.8 million, that will have to be adjusted, I think we 
need to take a look at real numbers instead of pulling them out of the air.  Here is the cost of 41 miles, 
about 1/3 of what it is, $73.8 million.  Here is the current proposed costs, this is at $1.8 million miles on 
the Tongue River, $207 million for construction costs, so roughly 1/3.  You don't have all the other 
impacts.  Here is the impacts we see on the southern route, and these came from the EIS for the Tongue 
River Railroad, number of homes – zero, there are about 672 acres affected, landowners affected about 
13.  So it is a heck of a lot easier to negotiate with 13 people where you don't have to condemn the land 
and make a deal with just 13 people and there is four at-grade railroad crossings.  This rail link should 
serve the needs of the bidders of the Otter Creek tracts.  That is what this railroad and that is what these 
people who want to build this are all about, just to serve the needs of the Otter Creek coal tract.  That's all 
they would have to do to make the income.  And if the Northern Cheyenne want to develop their 
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resources, it is a railroad for hauling coal or anything else they want to haul up there.  It will also serve the 
transportation needs if you are going to build something up there.  You can't build anything like this 
without a railroad.  So if you were going to build a facility at Otter Creek you need the railroad in there.  I 
would like to state, I was sitting here kind of gritting my teeth on this, Otter Creek is out in the middle of 
nowhere.  Well, I was going to Colstrip when Colstrip was out in the middle of nowhere and people 
couldn't do it there and for years we had construction jobs down there, for years they built the town, so if 
it is out in the middle of nowhere and there are some dollars laying in the ground out there, you can build 
it out there.  But it takes a railroad to do that.  If you go down to Colstrip and take some pictures in the 
early 1970s when a couple of guys were kicking around the grass out there and figuring out what is going 
on and take a look at it today, it is a totally different picture.  I say we can develop Otter Creek, not just 
for the railroad, we can develop it for plants and other things too.  Because if you build it they will come.  
That's the alternative route to market for the coal markets.  I want to go on record to say our organization 
does not want to stop Montana jobs by building a Tongue River Railroad when we can develop this area 
in a better way, at a cheaper cost, keep our financing, and do a better job for everybody involved. 
 
Mr. Morrison said thanks for that good presentation.  Have you looked at doing just the northern railroad 
instead of the southern railroad and compared those costs and opportunities? 
 
Rep. Keane said I have been approached to get on board with the northern route and I think it is a terrible 
route for two reasons.  There are more environmental impacts and there is going to be tougher 
negotiations, it goes through different ground.  That is the one issue.  The other part is, my concern still is 
if you build 2/3 of this line down there then the Wyoming people might come and build the other 1/3.  If 
we start shipping south down into Wyoming's turf rather than allowing them to come into our turf, I don't 
support just the northern route, no.  Because it gets to the same point.  They have developed an 
infrastructure that can mine ten times the coal we are mining right now.  So, why do we want to help them 
build their infrastructure?  They are a cash cow down there that we need to compete with, and we need to 
compete wisely.  The other concern the Land Board and GNP has is just what was stated, I think if you 
negotiate a lease, whoever you negotiate the lease for the coal for Otter Creek, you have to demand and 
put a construction time and a mining time in there where someone just doesn't buy it up and say thanks 
we're going to keep mining down in Wyoming until it gets too expensive and we may mine up here.  
These people don't develop this railroad unless there is a guarantee that we are going to develop the 
mining at the same time.  It has to happen that way.  The long answer to your question is I don't support 
the northern route. 
 
Mr. Morrison said you're saying if the northern route is build out you think that Wyoming private 
developers might choose to go ahead and build out the southern 1/3 by themselves and create that link 
that you don't want to see exist.  Whereas if we focus on the southern end, that they are less likely to 
invest in making that completion on the north end? 
 
Rep. Keane said that's correct.  Take a look at it, it is 2/3 longer and the costs go up exponentially to build 
it through tougher territory with more problems.  Our little thing here is $74 million, you're talking $150 -
$160 million so why spend that kind of money when we can get better access to an area?  The Decker 
people have the access to coal and the Otter Creek can go south, it could go the other route if the price is 
right.  It can come up through the Billings area and around to Miles City and those are all negotiated 
freight rates. 
 
Mr. Morrison said does the southern route that you base your cost estimates on go through the valley at 
Birney there? 
 



MINUTES 
July 17, 2006 

Page 26 
 
 

 

Rep. Keane said no, the southern route is a different route.   
 
Governor Schweitzer said we've been talking about building a railroad down to Otter Creek for 25 years, 
so I guess this is another proposition.  The more propositions we have the better chance we will get 
something built.  
 
Rep. Keane said we need to build something into Otter Creek and I think this takes a lot of the pressure 
off, it creates more supporters than I believe would be for the entire line.  It creates a better economic 
package and it cuts the costs down that you have to finance.  I would certainly like the Board and others 
involved to start considering this. 
 
Governor Schweitzer said is there anything more on Otter Creek for this go-around?  Monte are we going 
to review the stuff as time goes on and will present more information?  That sums it up for Otter Creek.   
 
Motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Morrison.  Seconded by the Governor. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


